Rule 1: Preprints speed up dissemination: The average review time between submitting and posting an article is about 100 days, the preprint is online in 24 hours; Rule 2: Preprints should be licensed and formatted to facilitate reuse: Authors are encouraged to use licenses and formats that facilitate reuse, while retaining the copyrights of their work. For each version posted a DOI is assigned and the document can be quoted; Rule 3: Preprints provide a record of priority: All preprints include a timestamp, indicating when the article was submitted, which usually occurs within 24 hours after submission, and anyone using the web search engines can determine the order of priority relative to other works. ArXiv has created a transparent public record of the work of a scientist. Although journals provide an important validation service through peer review, prioritization can be significantly delayed due to the time that the work is not made public during the peer review process and other editorial processes in most journals;
Rule 4: Preprints do not lead to being scooped: Prevents the possibility of "getting ahead", as can happen in non-public review processes, that is, the disclosure of a new discovery is privileged by its publication almost simultaneously; Rule 5: Preprints provide access to scholarly content that would otherwise be lost: Results that are valuable to the scientific community, even if they are not innovative enough for publication in the journal;
Rule 6: Preprints do not imply low quality: The peer review process can add significant value to the work, pointing out mistakes or paths to improvement. However, the authors should be following up on their preprint, because it is a public disclosure and therefore a quoted entity, though not peer-reviewed. Even without peer review, other researchers will be reading, evaluating, qualifying and judging the work. The authors' reputation is at stake;
Rule 7: Preprints support the rapid evaluation of controversial results: Such as the publication indicating that the radiation emitted by the cell phone increased cancer rates in animals. Given the controversy surrounding such a claim, the National Institute of Health (NIH) felt the obligation to release all data, including internal reviews, as soon as possible so that others could review the findings and assess the truth of the findings;
Rule 8: Preprints do not typically preclude publication: Very few journals consider preprints as a "prior form of publication" and reject such manuscripts on the grounds that they were sent to a preprints server without prior evaluation. However, in recent months, life science journals are developing preprint-friendly policies for publishers to appreciate the value of preprints as a contribution that can help the author improve his work and manuscript, leading to better publication;
Rule 9: Preprints can further inform grant review and academic advancement: The availability of preprint provides the reviewer of development agencies with the evidence they need to substantiate scientific research;
Rule 10: Preprints -one shoe does not fit all: BioRxiv, the fastest growing preprint repository for the life sciences, does not accept preprints that, if posted, can have a detrimental effect on human health because preprints in this repository only undergo a superficial human review before to be posted. There is a possibility that potentially harmful information (e.g, unverified claims about the side effects of vaccines, etc.) or maybe personal and private information may be revealed. This has ethical, legal and social (ELSI) and intellectual property (IP) issues (1) .
Added to this scenario, preprints are still considered as gray or gray literature, that is, they are of sufficient quality to be collected and preserved by libraries, but not controlled by publishers, due to their immediate publication and not previously peer-reviewed (2) .
These ten rules point to the positivity of the preprint and, in a sense, meet what Peter Demo advocates in terms of intersubjectivity in the production of knowledge, that is, put himself to the criticism of his peers immediately and without intermediation of other evaluators.
